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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS 

This Amendment encloses a replacement drawing sheet which corrects Figures 7 and 8 to 
include the legend "Prior Art." Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this objection. 

Attachments: Annotated Sheets Showing Changes 

Replacement Sheets 
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REMARKS 

An excess claim fee payment letter is submitted herewith for one (1) additional 
independent claim. 

Claims 1 and 3-70 are all the claims presently pending in the application. Claims 1, 45, 
53, and 64-68 are amended to more clearly define the invention, claim 25 is canceled, and claim 
70 is added. Claims 1, 45, 53, 64-66, and 70 are independent. 

These amendments are made only to more particularly point out the invention for the 
Examiner and not for narrowing the scope of the claims or for any reason related to a statutory 
requirement for patentability. 

Applicants also note that, notwithstanding any claim amendments herein or later during 
prosecution, Applicants' intent is to encompass equivalents of all claim elements. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 17-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the Template Software product line reference. Claims 4, 6, and 14-16 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Template Software product line 
reference in view of the UML Schema reference. 

These rejections are respectfully traversed in the following discussion. 

I. THE CLAIMED INVENTION 

A first exemplary embodiment of the claimed invention, as defined by, for example, 
independent claim 1 is directed to a method for detecting an error in an interaction between a 
plurality of software systems, that includes providing information about at least one of at least 
first and second software systems, and a mapping between at least a portion of the at least first 
and second software systems, generating a check based upon the information and the mapping , 
inserting the check into at least one of the first and second software systems, and examining the 
at least one of the first and second software systems and the mapping to determine an error in an 
interaction between the at least first and second software systems based upon the check. 

A second exemplary embodiment of the claimed invention, as defined by, for example, 
independent claim 70 is directed to a method for detecting an error in an interaction between a 
plurality of software systems, that includes providing information about at least one of at least 
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first and second software systems, and a mapping between at least a portion of the at least first 
and second software systems, and statically examining the at least one of the first and second 
software systems and the mapping to determine an error in an interaction between the at least 
first and second software systems. 

Conventional application programming frameworks involve databases that have integrity 
constraints while the applications which interact with those databases do not have integrity 
constraints. Thus, an application which attempts to interact with that database may cause an 
error because of an integrity constraint violation. 

To address these issues, conventional programming frameworks, such as the Template 
Software product line reference framework, rely upon a user to insert code to check for errors. 
In order to generate correct checks, these frameworks rely upon the user to have knowledge 
about the integrity constraints and the relationships between the application and the database. 

In stark contrast, the first exemplary embodiment of the present invention provides a 
method which includes generating a check based upon the information and the mapping . In this 
manner, the method does not rely upon a user to generate the check and the user is not required 
to perform this function. This significantly reduces the workload of the user. 

This method and system is also advantageous in that conventional frameworks have 
required users to constantly update and monitor the information about the software systems. If 
this information changes, then the user must perform the function of again generating a check in 
accordance with the change. In stark contrast, the method and system of the invention 
automatically generates the check without requiring the user to generate the check. 

Futher, conventional systems and methods which have statically examined applications 
have not been able to detect errors in interactions between software systems based on a mapping 
between the two systems. 

In stark contrast, the second exemplary embodiment of the present invention provides a 
method which statically examines the at least one of the first and second software systems and 
the mapping to determine an error in an interaction between the at least first and second software 
systems. In this manner, the software systems do not require dynamic examination of these 
systems to determine errors as have been conventionally required. In this manner, the mapping 
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between the two software systems may be accounted for during the static examination in addition 
to the information (such as, for example, integrity constraints) when detecting conditions under 
which errors will always occur without executing the software systems. 

II. THE 35 U.S.C. § 101 REJECTION 

The Examiner alleges that claims 67 and 68 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
While Applicants submit that such claims are directed to statutory subject matter, taking the 
present Application as a whole, to speed prosecution claims 67 and 78 have been amended in 
accordance with Examiner Ingberg's very helpful suggestions. 

In view of the foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this 
rejection. 

III. THE PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

A. The Template Software product line reference 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 17-69, the Examiner alleges that the 
Template Software product line reference teaches the claimed invention. Applicants submit, 
however, that there are elements of the claimed invention which are neither taught nor suggested 
by the Template Software product line reference. 

None of the applied references teaches or suggests the features of the claimed invention 
including a method and system which generates a check based upon the information and the 
mapping . As explained above, this feature is important for obviating the necessity of requiring a 
user to generate and provide such a check. Rather, the method and system automates the 
generation of the check. 

The Template Software product line reference merely provides a framework within 
which a user may insert code to check for errors. This requires the user to generate the check in 
order to insert the check. COM 4-21 and SNAP 3-44 to 3-50 of the Template Software product 
line reference disclose how the user may provide functions (which may throw errors). Clearly, 
the Template Software product line reference does not teach or suggest a method and system that 
generates a check based upon the information and mapping. 
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Indeed, the Template Software product line reference does not disclose a method and 
system which generates a check at all, let alone a method and system that generates a check 
based upon the information and mapping. Rather, the filter functions that appear to be disclosed 
by the Template Software product line reference at, for example, COM 5-8, 7-3, and 8-2, are 
mechanisms by which a user (e.g., a programmer) may provide the error checking code. 

In stark contrast, the present invention provides method and system which generates a 
check based upon the information and the mapping . In this manner, the invention may 
transparently generate the check based upon the provided information, thus reducing the burden 
on the programmer and making the software systems more maintainable. 

Clearly, the Template Software product line reference does not teach or suggest the 
features of the claimed invention including a method and system which generates a check based 
upon the information and the mapping . 

Therefore, the Template Software product line reference does not teach or suggest each 
and every element of the claimed invention and the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
withdraw this rejection of claims 1-3, 5, 7-13, and 17-69. 

B. The Template Software product line reference in view of the XML Schema 
reference 

Regarding the rejection of claims 4, 6, and 14-16, the Examiner alleges that the XML 
Schema reference would have been combined with the Template Software product line reference 
to form the claimed invention. Applicants submit, however, that these references would not have 
been combined and, even if combined, the combination would not teach or suggest each and 
every element of the claimed invention. 

None of the applied references teaches or suggests the features of the claimed invention 
including a method and system which generates a check based upon the information and the 
mapping . This feature is important for obviating the necessity of requiring a user to generate and 
provide such a check. Rather, the method and system automates the generation of the check. 

As explained above, the Template Software product line reference does not teach or 
suggest these features. 



10/627,982 18 
DOCKET NO. YOR920030234US1 

The XML Schema reference does not remedy the deficiencies of the Template Software 
product line reference. 

Rather, the XML Schema reference discloses an entirely different type of basis upon 
which a check may be generated. The check generator of the XML Schema reference merely 
understands the different semantics and integrity constraints that are allowed by the XML 
schema and generates checks based upon that information. 

Clearly, the XML Schema reference does not teach or suggest a method and system 
which generates a check based upon the information and the mapping . 

Therefore, none of the applied references teaches or suggesst each and every element of 
the claimed invention and the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this rejection of 
claims 4, 6, and 14-16. 

IV. FORMAL MATTERS AND CONCLUSION 

The Office Action objects to the drawings. This Amendment encloses a replacement 
drawing sheet which corrects Figures 7 and 8 to include the legend "Prior Art." Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of this objection. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 1 and 3-70, all the claims presently pending in the Application, are patentably distinct 
over the prior art of record and are in condition for allowance. The Examiner is respectfully 
requested to pass the above application to issue at the earliest possible time. 

Should the Examiner find the Application to be other than in condition for allowance, the 
Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at the local telephone number listed below to 
discuss any other changes deemed necessary in a telephonic or personal interview. 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency in fees or to credit any 
overpayment in fees to Assignee's Deposit Account No. 50-0510. 



McGinn Intellectual Property Law Group, PLLC 

8321 Old Courthouse Rd., Suite 200 
Vienna, Virginia 22182 
(703) 761-4100 
Customer No. 48150 




Respe ctfully Submitted, 



Date: January 5, 2007 



